
,

FCC MAIL ROOM

4 'f\~.,MAY

DOCKET FILE COpy ORIGINAL
Gary R. Mitchell

" 1851 Laurinda Dr.

~~oe\~ San Jose, CA 95Rl~~'-"'::~'/ED
) April 28, 1993 '-. '.' ..... J

,,~'( _ ., \'t'f

~
~~tJ1Office of the Secretary,

Federal communications Commission

Washington, DC 2055*

RE: ET Docket 93-40, RM for aI~tion of 219-220 MHz to amateur radio on a secondary basis----- ---I'm glad to see the FCC consider allocating 219-220 MHz to amateur radio (even on a secondary
basis) primarily for digital (packet) networks. Although, I'm disappointed that the 220-222 MHz segment was
not returned to the amateurs.

COMMENT ON BAUD RESTRICTIONS:

Operation in this band is proposed with 100 KHz bandwidth and 56 Kilobaud data rate limits--I am
snul! opposed to data rate (bnd) UlIlts! There is no reason for this--bandwidth limitations with the usual
out-of-band radiation specifications are completely adequate.

Restricting data rates stifles innovation, experimentation, and unnecessarily limits traffic throughput.
This is in conflict with your own regulation! Part 97.1(b) states: "...(one of the purposes of amateur radio is
the) Continuation and extension of the amateur's proven ability to contribute to the advancement of the radio art.
And paragraph 97.1(c) states: "Encouragement and improvement of the amateur service through rules which
provide for advancing skills in both the communication and teehnkal phases of the art." With baud rate
restrictions, you build in obsolescence and eliminate the possibility for advancement in digital communications.
Please. ONLY specify the allowed bandwidth for any men sianal--Ieave baud rate out of it. I urge you to
remove baud rate restrictions elsewhere in part 97 as well.

I also recommend a minimum of restrictions on modulation. Allowing a broad variety of modulation
methods would further encourage experimentation and improvement in radio digital communications.

WRITTEN PERMISSION FROM AMTS:

The FCC is reportedly considering requiring amateurs (in some cases) to obtain written permission
from Automated Maritime Telecommunications Systems (AMTS). I am very much opposed to this. This
would be tantamount to allowing a private service unlimited veto authority for amateurs on those frequencies.
What's to prevent an AMTS from refusing permission out of indifference or prejudice? Only the FCC should
have the ability to (effectively) regulate operation on any frequency. Please omit that part.

220 MHz ALLOCATION:

While on the subject of amateur 220 MHz band allocations: Recently (1991), the frequencies 220-222
MHz were taken away from amateur radio and reallocated for private use (I believe it was for use by UPS).
I understand the reason for that reallocation has disappeared--the new user of those frequencies has decided
to use another band. I feel it was a mistake to take them away in the first place; now, no one else will be using
them either. Why not return those frequencies back to amateur radio? This would make the amateur radio
220 band one contiguous band instead of putting a 2 MHz empty gap in the middle.

Sincerely,


